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Of the Election of Grace
David Lau

The word “election” as used in Scripture is synooys with the word “choosing.” It refers to
God’s own choosing or electing certain individulatsm eternity to be His believing children—and o d
so in accord with three contributing factors: bystéiwn grace, for Christ's sake, through the medns o
grace.

The doctrine of election safeguards the preciouth that we are saved by grace alone. It is not a
doctrine known among Christians as well as it sthdad, although our Lord and His apostles taught it
plainly and clearly. True, it is not the kind ofafione that one teaches to the world or to newcernrer
the faith. Nevertheless, it should be taught toistilans for their comfort, especially in times girgual
trials. There are aspects of the doctrine of edadtat supersede our sin-corrupted reason, bgatme is
true for all Christian doctrine€hristian doctrines are theological; they are Gaddgc, if you will, to
which our human reason must bow in believing acrej#.

The following Bible passages teach everything @odild have us know about the election of
grace. There are a few other passages that takedditirine for granted, as, for example, all those
passages that speak about the “elect.” But foptirpose of this essay we shall focus on thesei@hect
passages.

Ephesians 1:3-7 2 Timothy 1:9
2 Thessalonians 2:13-15 Matthew 24:22-24
Acts 13:48 John 10:27-29

Romans 8:28-30

We shall, first of all, consider more extensivehg tcontent of these passages. Then we shall rexiew
confession of this doctrine as it is expresseth@Brief Statemenof 1932, paragraphs 35-40.

Ephesians 1:3-7



Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Cist, who has blessed us with every
spiritual blessing in the heavenly places in Christjust as He chose us in Him before the
foundation of the world, that we should be holy andwithout blame before Him in love,
having predestined us to adoption as sons by JesG#rist to Himself, according to the good
pleasure of His will, to the praise of the glory oHis grace, by which He has made us accepted
in the Beloved. In Him we have redemption through k& blood, the forgiveness of sins,
according to the riches of His grace.

Verse 3: Following his customary introduction irrses 1-2, Paul begins his letter in this way,
when as a prisoner in Rome he wrote to the Chnistz Ephesus, among whom he had labored for nearly
three years on his third missionary journey. Hasgisa God because He had blessed both Paul and the
Ephesians with all kinds of heavenly and spiritdlassings through Christ Jesus.

What are these blessings? Of great significancth@ésone mentioned in verse 7n“Him
[Christ] we have redemption through His blood, theforgiveness of sins.'This wonderful blessing is
indeed heavenly because it opens wide the gatbeadfen and ushers us directly into the presence of
God. Our sins are all forgiven in Christ; out oistblessing flow all the other spiritual blessirtbat we
know and possess. This blessing has come to usidgeeczhrist died on the cross for all sins, and also
because the benefits of Christ’s death have beamndb us in our Baptism, through the Gospel Word,
through absolution, and through the Lord’s Supen whole life, therefore, should be a constanigson
of thanksgiving to the God who has loved us ane@mivs both His Son into death for us and His Sairit
bring us the forgiveness of sins that we have iristh

These blessings are truly ours too, though we hsed centuries after these words were first
written and addressed to the Ephesians. For didChdst die also for us, in that He died for ak?niot
the Holy Spirit proclaiming the good news of forgmness also to us? What Paul wrote to the Ephesians
long ago is equally true, equally in place for ladllievers wherever and whenever they have lived.
Therefore we, like the Ephesian believers, joinl Rapraising our God.

Verse 4: In this verse Paul states that theseibfgssve have now in time were ours already in
Christ from eternity, that is, “before the foundatiof the world.” Paul informs ahristians, who now
enjoythe blessings of forgiveness in Christ, that Gadaaly chose or elected, selectedus, pickedus
out before we were born, before the world begard Gwse us through the Gospel, with the saving work
of Christ in mind, and on that basis made us Hikl@m, for we are the children of God by faithGhrist
Jesus. And why He did this is made clear in thd mersse. It was because of His gracious will. Noghi
in us moved Him to choose us; before God we dtkadire guilty. It was His good pleasure to choase u
so that His glorious grace, His rich grace, mighipbaised forever.
Therefore the fact that we are now Christians s shlely to the grace of God in Christ Jesus that
He had in mind for you and me from the beginnimgnt eternity, when He chose us and predestined us.
That which He planned from eternity for you and He has carried out in the course of time when He
baptized us and brought us to faith in Christ. @gsé truths enacted upon us and made known to us we
rest our confidence and sing our praises:
But God beheld my wretched state Before the weftdindation,
And, mindful of His mercies great, He planned my'ssalvation(TLH 387:4).
Lord, 'tis not that | did choose Thee; That, | knaould never be;
For this heart would still refuse Thee Had Thyaganot chosen m@LH 37:1).
O Love, who ere life’s earliest dawn On me Thy aadiast gently laid; . . .O Love, | give myself . .
only Thine, to béTLH 397:2).
From eternity, O God, In Thy Son Thou didst eleet TWherefore, Father, on life’s road Graciously
to heav'n direct m¢TLH 411:1).

Likewise we agree with Stoeckhardt in his commgnten Ephesians in which these words come
from his excursus on election:
When [the Christian] hears of the eternal electiod selection, which according to its very nature
and conception is a particular election, he mayhasiself: Now, how about myself? Do | belong



to these elect? . . . [The apostle] here desigrthe€hristians as the elect of God. If, therefore,
anyone can truly say: “I am a Christian,” then $i@lso to be sure and to believe: “I am one of the
elect”. . ..

Accordingly, every Christian may say and shouldotete: True, | am a poor sinner, unworthy
of God’s grace, but | believe in Jesus Christ, wiag redeemed me by His precious blood, in
whom | have grace and forgiveness of my sins; tinc@hrist | am a child of God. Even though it
be in great weakness, | am following after saraaifon, | am making an honest effort to walk
worthy of the Lord unto all pleasing. Thereforeeldng to the elect, for these are the very marks
by which the elect are recognized. The entire prtesember of Christians are the result of God’s

choice and counsel, the consequence and the efffddis election. . . . | have a perfect right,
therefore, on the basis of the effect to draw mgctgsions concerning the cause. (94-5 emph.
added)

2 Thessalonians 2:13-15

But we are bound to give thanks to God always for gu, brethren beloved by the Lord,

because God from the beginning chose you for salam through sanctification by the Spirit

and belief in the truth, to which He called you byour gospel, for the obtaining of the glory of

our Lord Jesus Christ. Therefore, brethren, stand &st and hold the traditions which you

were taught, whether by word or our epistle.

Again we see that the doctrine of the electionraicg gives a reason to rejoice and thank God.

Paul mentions two acts of God that prompt suchkfuhioy: 1) God_chose believers from the beginning
2) God called you (the believers) by “our gospés in his letter to the Ephesians, Paul traces the
blessings that all Christians enjoy in time on th#&th back to eternity when God chose them all for
salvation.

Verse 13 (God at work in eternity): Paul statea asatter of fact, for which he gives thanks, that
God chose the Thessalonian Christiahiendid He choose them? “From the beginning,” we até.t
For what purposevere they chosen? It was “for salvation,” Paul sagad not as a reality only true for
the believers in Thessalonica. It was true for Thessalonians because it was true for all believars
other words, God chose you (the individual beligwersave you; God chose you and me to be saved.
How did God plan to carry out this choosing? “Througimdification of the Spirit and belief in the
truth.” Thus God chose the vergeansby which He would save all those whom He has amo$bat
same means would be the Holy Spirit's proclamatibdesus Christ to make you holy, to set you apart
for God, with the result that you have faith inue<€hrist, “belief in the truth.” To be noted hésehe
fact that our faith in Jesus Christthe product, theesultof the Holy Spirit's work.

Thus when God chose us from the beginning to ldedsdHe chose to save us in this way only:
through faith in the Holy Spirit's message of truflherefore if someone despises the Holy Spiritsds
and refuses to believe and follow the truth, hencasomfort himself with God'’s eternal election.l{dm
the means of grace (the Gospel in Word and SactajnenGod’s choosing brought to pass for each and
every believer.

Verse 14 (God at work in time): Apostle Paul had sathe Thessalonians: God chose you from
eternity to be saved through the means of gracah@trbasis, then, God now in time has “called pypu
our gospel,” the good news of Jesus Christ pro@dilyy Paul and Silas and Timothy. God came to them
with His Gospel and converted each of them by éwgr, even as He planned from eternity, so that the
all might obtain and possess “the glory of our Ldedus Christ.”

Paul has personalized the doctrine of electionter Thessalonians on the certain ground that
what God did for them, He has done for all whoddiin Christ as their Savior. We too have beeledal
by the Gospel of Christ. Therefore also we havenl@®sen by God from eternity to be saved through
the means of grace. We dare not despise these pmansther do with confidence and diligence what
Paul states in verse 15:Therefore, brethren, stand fast and hold the imditwhich you were taught,
whether by word or our epistle.”

What about someone who insists that God has chlesenbut still he continues in sin? Dr.




Walther writes in hidaw and Gospel
Suppose some one were to come to you and acknosvibdg he has treated you shamefully. But he
wants to continue treating you that way; and yedésres that you forgive him. Would you do it? Of
course not. We would consider a person insane whddnaalk like this: “I want to be forgiven, but |
want to continue doing for what | am asking fordieeness. As often as | meet you, | shall insult
you; but | want you to forgive me.” Now, that isjithe way God is treated by men who want to take
comfort in His mercy while continuing in sin. (2299
Again Walther writes of “a warning to us not t@sen ourselves into a state of security on the
ground that we simply shall have to go to heavecabse we are predestinated. The major of the
syllogism is true: Whoever is predestinated wilitamly go to heaven. But there is no evidencetlier
minor, viz., whether the party indulging in the above reaspns predestinated. If a person lives in sin
and continues that kind of life, this is a signttha is not predestinated” (221).

Acts 13:48
Now when the Gentiles heard thigthat the Gospel of Christ was for althey were glad and
glorified the word of the Lord. And as many as hadbeen appointed[ordained, marked out,
destined}to eternal life believed.

This is part of the account of Paul’s first missigy journey. When Paul came to Antioch in
Pisidia, he preached the Gospel in the Jewish &gneg The Jews in general rejected his message, but
some of the Gentiles believed it. Which Gentilespes believed what Paul had said? Those who were
“appointed to eternal life,” that is, those thatlieeen chosen by God in Christ before the worldibeg

Therefore the cause of their coming to faith was their own decision for Christ, but God’s
election or choosing of them in Christ before tta@ld/began. On that basis we confess inRbemula of
Concord(a Lutheran confession of 1577): “The eternal tadecof God, however, not only foresees and
foreknows the salvation of the elect, but is afsom the gracious will and pleasure of God in Chris
Jesus, a cause which procures, works, helps, amdopes our salvation and what pertains therefog(
1065 emph. added).

WHY do | believe in Jesus Christ? Not becausente@ to believe (though | do want to believe
now), for how could I, one who wakeadin trespasses and sins, want to believe in Jesust€li is only
because God chose me from eteraitgl planned how to bring me to faith in Christ tiglo the means of
grace and thus is preserving me in this faith ®oeéhd. Yes, | began to believe and continue teebeli
because God carried out this plan. My faith isthetcause of God’s choosing me, but God’s choasing
me is the cause of my faith.

Now what about those who rejected Paul's mess@dgg®did they reject it? Paul's words to the
Jews in Acts 13:46 provide an answét:was necessary that the word of God should be gien to
you first; but since you reject it, and judge yourglves unworthy of everlasting life, behold, we turn
to the Gentiles.” Notice that Paul did not tie their rejection oft@ospel to any supposed lack of desire
on God’s part to save them or to some failure of tdi elect them. Their rejection is the resulttafit
own doing, and it amounts to them judging themsebeebe unworthy of God’s gift of life. Scripture
never speaks of any kind of double election, anithee should we. To do so would deny both the
universality of God’s grace and the universalityGhirist's sacrifice.

Romans 8:28-30
And we know that all things work together for good[some manuscripts read: “God works all
things together for goodtp those who love God, to those who are the _calledcording to His
purpose. For whom He foreknew, He also predestinet be conformed to the image of His
Son, that He [Jesus]might be the firstborn among many brethren. Moreoer whom He
predestined, these He also called; whom He callethese He also justified; and whom He
justified, these He also glorified.

Verse 28: This passage is rich in comfort, foreh@od says that no matter what He permits to
happen in this world, it all fits into a patterrr fgood as far as His called believers are concerhgdu




are a Christian, then you have the assurance frochHmself that all the troubles you encounterhiis t
life—loss of employment, loss of friendship, lossgmods, ridicule of men, sickness, etc.—actually
happen for your eternal benefit. Though we canaetiscome to pass necessarily, we have God’s Word
on it.

“All things work together for good to them who dhe called.” But who are “the called”? The
called ones are those whom the Holy Spirit hasddy the Gospel, those whom God has brought into
His invisible Church through Baptism and the préaglof the Gospel. The called ones, thereforettzae
believers. We too are God’s called ones; we toehhg assurance that all things are working oubtwr
eternal good.

Paul says they arghe called according to His purpose.” This meams those whom God has
called He has called according to His gracious frlam eternity. That plan outlined in Romans 8:29-3
has five grand steps, of which God'’s calling istttied.

God'’s gracious plan is this:

1) God foreknew certain ones; He chose them in fou® eternity. The word translated “foreknew”
does not mean simply that He knew about them blefm@. If that were true, then God would be
speaking here about all people when Paul saysétivb®mm God foreknew.” God certainly knew
all men beforehand. Remember, the word here ashier @laces in the Scriptures (Rom. 11:2:
“God has not cast away His people whom He forekpem€ans that God chose some beforehand
in love to be His own; He foreordained them to be ¢hildren before they were born. Luther's
Bible has Wwelche er zuvor versehen hafhe Formula of Concordas: ‘in Gnaden gedacht,”
which means “in grace He consideredti§. 1068).

2) These foreknown ones God predestined to be nmwsnathdlis family, adopted sons and daughters
in His household, that His only-begotten Son, J&3usst, might be the Older Brother in a large
family of children.

3) These predestined ones God called in the caditgme through His Gospel.

4) These called ones God justified. He wiped oatrtguilt. He said to each one of them: Your sins
be forgiven.

5) These justified ones God glorified. Their glalyeady establishe¢past tense “glorified”) is now
hidden on earth, but it shall be revealed on the& Day and they shall have it forever.

God’s five steps procedtbm eternity, in/during time, to eternity

Thus every Christian, who has been called by G@bspel, should have the assurance that
God'’s calling of him was the third step in God’'sigjous plan. His calling was preceded by two steps
eternity: God’s foreknowing of him in love and Gediredestination of him to sonship. His calling is
succeeded by two steps: God'’s justification of kimd his final glorification.

If anyone doubts that he has been called, the &asstill here in its gracious power, declaring
that God“did not spare His own Son, but delivered Him upusrall” (Rom. 8:32)* For God so loved
the world that He gave His only begotten Son, Wiadever believes in Him should not perish but have
everlasting life” (John 3:16). This invitation isere for everyone, and it is a powerful appeal ihatle
to convert and enlighten the spiritually blind adéad and‘to uphold and sustain the weak and
fearful.” Those who believe this Gospel that God in love $#stSon to die for the whole world will
also believe the good news that their very faitiChrist is the result of God’s gracious choosingh&fm
in eternity and that it thus rests on a solid anshakable foundation. The Christian is able, tleesfto
say with Paul”| am persuaded that neither death nor life, noekngor principalities nor powers, nor
things present nor things to come, nor height reptld nor any other created thing, shall be able to
separate us from the love of God which is in Chdissus our Lord” (Rom. 8:38-39). This is the
Christian’s certain hope, deriving its certaintyt from inner convictions or feelings, but from Gsdure
promise and His effective working based on thatpse.

2 Timothy 1:9
[God] has saved us and called us with a holy calling, naccording to our works, but

according to His own purpose and grace which waswgn to us in Christ Jesus before time



began.
What moved God to save and call us? Not our geomtts, for we had none good enough. It was
“His own purpose and grace,” His gracious plan feternity. God’s election of His Christians is yran
“election of grace” (Rom. 11:5), a gift “given to @hrist Jesus before time began.” Nothing in us edov
Him to choose us or call us.

Matthew 24:22-24

“And unless those days were shortened, no flesh widube saved; but for the elect's sake

those days will be shortened. Then if anyone says tou, ‘Look, here is the Christ!’ or

‘There!” do not believe it. For false christs and &lse prophets will rise and show great signs

and wonders to deceive, if possible, even the eléct

In these verses from the Lord’s prophecy of difficlays ahead, Jesus states two things in regard

to our election:

1) For the elect’s sake those days will be shodgne

2) The great signs and wonders of false prophdtsiati succeed in deceiving the elect of God.
Just as Paul taught in Romans 8:28-30 that thedctaf God were chosen from eternity and will be
glorified to eternity, so Jesus teaches here tiaetect of God will most surely be preserved ®dhd.
Even the most difficult circumstances will not owméelm them or deceive them into unbelief. So
earnestly and certainly does God preserve His chsseep that He even shortens the difficult days on
their behalf and protects them from the powerfuaiteof false teachings.

John 10:27-29
“My sheep hear My voice, and | know them, and theyollow Me. And | give them eternal life,
and they shall never perish; neither shall anyonersatch them out of My hand. My Father,
who has given them to Me, is greater than all; andio one is able to snatch them out of My
Father’'s hand.”
Let us put our trust in these promises of our @vio summarize, as the following tract does:
“Election is
. God’s decree in eternity
. whereby He chose, predestinated, or elected
. in His Son, Jesus Christ,
. certain individuals out of the world of sinners
. and determined to bring them by means of Hisd\&ord Sacraments
. without fail to faith and salvatién(*Chosen by Grace” 3).
Since the title of the tract is “Chosen Byacefrom Eternity,” the above summary could be impibiy
adding the word “grace” or “gracious,” for the $ture surely emphasizes that election is by grack a
by grace alone.

OO, WNPEF

In spite of the Holy Spirit’s clear teaching ofshioctrine in Scripture and the clear confession o
this teaching in the Lutheran Confessions, manyénan teachers, including many generally considered
to be orthodox, have failed to explain this doariadequately without introducing questionable,
misleading, and even outright unscriptural spetutain the Editor's Preface to Gerhar€€emmonplace
on ElectionBenjamin Mayes explains the problem this way:

FC SD Xl 4 states clearly that God’s eternal chdiekection) is a cause of faith in individual
believers. Yet soon after theormula of Concordwas published, Lutherans departed from this
position and began to teach that God’s electiobaised in some way on the faith of individual
believers, which He foresees. Even one of the asitbbtheFormula of ConcordJacob Andreae,
asserted in a 1586 colloquy with Theodore Beza fitr@iseen faith can be called a cause of God'’s
election. . . . But rather than remaining with &tiioe in tension with itself, as FC SD XI setstfor
the Lutheran Orthodox went further and strove na fiogically consistent answers to many questions
that the Reformation era had preferred to leavasiwared. (Gerhard Xiii-xiv)



Johann Gerhard himself stated the doctrine insdeading way when he wrote: “He elected or
predestined to eternal life those whom, with Higliible knowledge, He foreknew from eternity would
persevere in believing in Christ by the grace efltoly Spirit through hearing the Gospel” (Gerhaa@-
143). This certainly seems to state that foresaith is the cause of God’s election, rather than @od's
election is a cause of faith, as taught by Actgl83Gerhard’s presentation also appears to be lmasad
faulty sense of the word “foreknew” in Romans 83IB-

The inconsistency between the presentation of thieeran dogmaticians and the confession of
the Formula of Concordlid not become obvious to many until tBeadenwabhlstreifcontroversy on the
doctrine of election) erupted in the Synodical Goefhce in the latter years of the nineteenth cgntur
When C. F. W. Walther presented the doctrine agsessrd in thé-ormula of Concordhe was opposed
by Lutheran leaders who taught election in viewnain's faith, that is, that God foresaw those whaildo
accept the Gospel of Christ and on the basis efftteseen faith chose them as His own. In the wkw
Walther his opponents were thereby denysnda gratiaand explaining God’s election in synergistic
language, that is, that man himself was given somaéit for his own salvation.

Walther's scriptural presentation was ably summbliy other Synodical Conference theologians,
such as Adolf Hoenecke, Ulrik Koren, and George=&itbardt. Stoeckhardt especially made a thorough
exegetical study of the passages dealing withdbisrine.

The controversy on election continued for manyrgeaith the Missouri and Wisconsin Synods
united in agreement with Walther, whereas the land Ohio Synods continued to oppose Walther’'s
teaching. We present here a few of the statemeatierby Walther's opponents in the course of the
controversy.

Dr. Fritschel of the lowa Synod said: “God wilMeaall men to be saved, yet not unconditionally,
but in the order of faith. Now, since He knows freternity how many there are that, within this orde
let themselves be saved, the universal will to sdlvbelievers becomes the will to save just tlagain
number” (gtd in Buenger 83).

The Norwegian Articles of Agreement, adopted id2éh Madison, Wisconsin, and thus known
as the “Madison Agreement,” gave approval to théy wf presenting the doctrine of election: ‘God has
ordained to eternal life all those who from etegrrite foresaw would accept the proffered grace gheli
in Christ, and remain steadfast in this faith uhtend’ (qtd. in PiepaZonversior8).

Since conflicting statements concerning the doetrof election continued to be made in
subsequent years, the Missouri Synod felt it neacgd® state its confession concerning electioarbe
adopting theBrief Statemenof 1932 with its not-so-brief section on electiéd® members of the Church
of the Lutheran Confession we have also accepted®tief Statementas our confession. Printed here,
then, is the section on election, paragraphs 3#@;h has the title “Of the Election of Grace” (wle
underlined below indicate original emphasis):

35. By election of grace we mean this truth, tHbtr®@se who by the grace of God alone, for Chsist’
sake, through the means of grace, are brought ith,fare justified, sanctified, and preserved in
faith here in time, that all these have alreadynir@ternity been endowed by God with faith,
justification, sanctification, and preservationfaith, and this for the same reason, namely, bygra
alone, for Christ’s sake, and by way of the medrgrace. That this is the doctrine of Holy Scrigtur
is evident from Eph. 1:3-7; 2 Thess. 2:13, 14; A@=18; Rom. 8:28-30; 2 Tim. 1:9; Matt. 24:22-24
(cp. Form. of Conc. Triglot, p. 1065. . .).

36. Accordingly we reject as an anti-Scriptural@rthe doctrine that not alone the grace of God and
the merit of Christ are the cause of the electibrgrace, but that God has, in addition, found or
regarded something good in us which prompted orseduHim to elect us, this being variously
designated as “good works,” “right conduct,” “propeself-determination,” “refraining from willful
resistance,” etc. Nor does Holy Scripture know iofedection “by foreseen faith,” “i

in view of faith,”
as though the faith of the elect were to be pldmefdre their election; but according to Scriptuhet
faith which the elect have in time belongs to tpeitsal blessings with which God has endowed
them by His eternal election. For Scripture teach&sts 13:48: And as many as were ordained



unto eternal life believed.” Our Lutheran Confessialso testifies (Triglot, p. 1065. . .): “The
eternal election of God, however, not only foresmes foreknows the salvation of the elect, but is
also, from the gracious will and pleasure of GodGhrist Jesus, a cause which procures, works,
helps, and promotes our salvation and what pertdirereto; and upon this our salvation is so
founded that the gates of hell cannot prevail aghiih, Matt. 16:18, as is written John 10:28:
‘Neither shall any man pluck My sheep out of My hasmod again, Acts 13:48'And as many as
were ordained to eternal life believed.”

37. But as earnestly as we maintain that thereniglaction of grace, or a predestination to salwafi
so decidedly do we teach, on the other hand, tiexetis no election of wrath, or predestination to
damnation. Scripture plainly reveals the truth thia¢ love of God for the world of lost sinners is
universal, that is, that it embraces all men withexception, that Christ has fully reconciled aktm
unto God, and that God earnestly desires to brithgnan to faith, to preserve them therein, and thus
to save them, as Scripture testifies, 1 Tim. 23bd will have all men to be saved and to come to
the knowledge of the truth."No man is lost because God has predestinated hiretémal
damnation.— Eternal election is a cause why thetelee brought to faith in time, Acts 13:48; but
election is_not a cause why men remain unbeliewdsn they hear the Word of God. The reason
assigned by Scripture for this sad fact is thassthenen judge themselves unworthy of everlasting
life, putting the Word of God from them and obsgharesisting the Holy Ghost, whose earnest will
it is to bring also them to repentance and faitimibgans of the Word, Acts 13:46; 7:51; Matt. 23:37.

[Of these last three references no words are quntéuke Brief Statementso we provide them below—
statements by Paul, Stephen, and Jesus in theJdings Version:
“It was necessary that the word of God should fitshve been spoken to you: but seeing ye put it
from you, and judge yourselves unworthy of everlagtlife, lo, we turn to the Gentile$

“Ye stiffnecked and uncircumcised in heart and eange do always resist the Holy Ghost: as
your fathers did, so do ye.”

“O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, thou that killest the priopts, and stonest them which are sent unto
thee, how often would | have gathered thy childreagether, even as a hen gathereth hdtickens
under her wings, and ye would nof}”

The Brief Statementoncerning Election of Grace continues, with Sar@tquotations added in
brackets whenever tigrief Statemersimply has a reference:

38. To be sure, it is necessary to observe theptdeal distinction between the election of gracel an
the universal will of grace. This universal gracsoowill of God embraces all men; the election of
grace, however, does not embrace all, but only &niie number, whont God hath from the
beginning chosen to salvation,” 2 Thess. 2:13, t@nnant,” the “seed” which “the Lord left,
Rom. 9:27-29, the “election,” Rom. 11:7; and whilee universal will of grace is frustrated in the
case of most men, Matt. 22:14~or many are called, but few are chosen_.{ke 7:30["But the
Pharisees and lawyers rejected the will of God fothemselves, not having been baptized of
him”], the election of grace attains its end with all whianembraces, Rom. 8:28-30. Scripture,
however, while distinguishing between the univenstilof grace and the election of grace, does not
place the two in opposition to each other. On tbatary, it teaches that the grace dealing with
those who are lost is altogether earnest and faffjcacious for conversion. Blind reason indeed
declares these two truths to be contradictory; twat impose silence on our reason. The seeming
disharmony will disappear in the light of heavenCar. 13:12[“For now we see in a mirror
dimly, but then face to face. Now | know in part, lut then I shall know just as | also am
known™] .

39. Furthermore, by election of grace, Scriptureegimot mean that one part of God’s counsel of
salvation according to which He will receive inteaven those who persevere in faith unto the end,
but, on the contrary, Scripture means this, thatdQuefore the foundation of the world, from pure
grace, because of the redemption of Christ, has@hdor His own a definite number of persons out
of the corrupt mass and has determined to bringnthéarough Word and Sacrament, to faith and
salvation.



40. Christians can and should be assured of thigrnal election. This is evident from the fact that
Scripture addresses them as the chosen ones anbre®rthem with their election, Eph. 1:4; 2
Thess. 2:13. This assurance of one’s personal iefechowever, springs only from faith in the
Gospel, from the assurance that God so loved thiédwiat He gave His only-begotten Son, that
whosoever believeth in Him should not perish, aueheverlasting life. For God sent not His Son
into the world to_condemn the world; on the congrahrough the life, suffering, and death of His
Son He fully reconciled the whole world of sinnenéo Himself. Faith in this truth leaves no room
for the fear that God might still harbor thoughtswarath and damnation concerning us. Scripture
inculcates that in Rom. 8:32, 33e that spared not His own Son, but delivered Hiap for us all,
how shall He not with Him also freely give us aliings? Who shall lay anything to the charge of
God’s elect? It is God that justifieth."Luther's pastoral advice is therefore in accord twit
Scripture: “Gaze upon the wounds of Christ and tih@od shed for you; there predestination will
shine forth” . . . . That the Christian obtains tpersonal assurance of his eternal election in this
way is taught also by our Lutheran Confessions ifftda of Concord. Triglot, p. 1071. . .): “Of this
we should not judge according to our reason noroading to the Law or from any external
appearance. Neither should we attempt to invesighie secret, concealed abyss of divine
predestination, but should give heed to the rextealdl of God. For He has made known unto us the
mystery of His will and made it manifest throughi§ttthat it might be preached, Eph. 1:9ff.; 2 Tim.
1:9f."— In order to insure the proper method of wiag eternal election and the Christian’s
assurance of it, the Lutheran Confessions set fattlength the principle that election is not to be
considered “in a bare manner. . . , as though Galy dield a muster, thus: ‘This one shall be saved,
that one shall be damned™ (Formula of Concord. dlot, p. 1065. . .); but “the Scriptures teach
this doctrine in no other way that to direct usrétgy to the Word, Eph. 1:1[8vith v. 14:“In Him
you also trusted, after that you heard the worttuih, the gospel of your salvation; in whom also,
having believed, you were sealed with the Holy iBmif promise, who is the guarantee of our
inheritance. . .”]; 1 Cor. 1:7[with v. 8: “. . . our Lord Jesus Christ, who will also confirmyou to
the end, that you may be blameless in the day of ouord Jesus Christ’] ; exhort to repentance,

2 Tim. 3:16[" All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, ardgrofitable for doctrine, for reproof,
for correction, for instruction in righteousnesgitge to godliness, . . . John 19:3You are already
clean because of the word which | have spoken td]ystrengthen faith and assure us of our
salvation, Eph. 1:13; John 10:27f.; 2 Thess. 2:13f".. —

To sum up, just as God in time draws the Christian® Himself through the Gospel, so He has
already in His eternal election endowed them wahnctification of the Spirit and belief of the
truth,” 2 Thess. 2:13. Therefore: If, by the grace of Gad, believe in the Gospel of the forgiveness
of your sins for Christ's sake, you are to be certdat you also belong to the number of God's
elect, even as Scripture, 2 Thess. 2:13, addrabselkelieving Thessalonians as the chosen of God
and gives thanks to God for their election.

Although the predestination controversy divided 8wnodical Conference, we can be thankful
that God used the controversy to clarify and tanmgeasize the precious doctrine of God’s gracious
election, as demonstrated by the above section flenBrief StatementOne of the special blessings
granted to confessional Lutherans of our day i$ Ehartin Luther and the authors of th@rmula of
Concord as well as Synodical Lutheran theologians sucWalkther, Hoenecke, Koren, and Stoeckhardt,
were enabled by God to put into practice the warfdhie apostle Paul in 2 Corinthians 10:44=or the
weapons of our warfare are not carnal but mighty inGod for pulling down strongholds, casting
down arguments and every high thing that exalts i&lf against the knowledge of God, bringing
every thought into captivity to the obedience of Chist.” Man’s reason, including the reason of
Christians, has difficulty with this doctrine beeauit tends to draw what it deems to be “reasofiable
conclusions that are contrary to the clear WorGod.

Since Martin Luther at various times in his lifeasvseverely troubled by his own thoughts
concerning predestination, he was able to givefalegmunsel to other Christians tempted by Satah wi



all kinds of doubts and despairing thoughts in eation with this doctrine. We conclude our study,
therefore, with some of Luther's comments on 1 P&t2, which has these word®lect according to
the foreknowledge of God the Father?”

From this we should learn that predestination dussrest upon our worthiness and merit, as the
sophists hold, for then Satan could every momemenitadoubtful and overthrow it; but it rests ireth
hand of God and is founded upon His mercy, whichngavering and eternal; for that reason it is
called the foreknowledge of God and hence is aedaid infallible. Therefore, when your sins and
unworthiness trouble you and the thought comesotothat you might not be elected of God, also
that the number of the elect is small and the cowéd the godless large, and you are terrifiedHsy t
awful examples of divine wrath and judgment, themdt dispute long why God does this or that so,
and not differently, when he could easily do so. mx presume to explore the depths of divine
foreknowledge with your reason, else you will cetta go astray and either sink into gloomy
fatalism or turn epicurean. But hold firmly to theomises of the Gospel which teach you that Christ,
the Son of God, became incarnate to bless all pemplearth, that is, to redeem them from sin and
death, justify and save them; and that He didah&ording to the command and gracious will of God,
our heavenly Father, who so loved the world thatgdee His only-begotten Son that whosoever
believeth on Him should not perish, but have efelif| John 3:16. If you follow this counsel,
namely, first of all acknowledge that you are byuna a child of wrath, worthy of eternal death and
damnation, from which no creature, human or angehn save you, and then grasp the promise of
God and believe that He is the merciful, truthflddiwho from pure grace, without our work and
merit, faithfully keeps what He has promised, aag Bent Christ, His only Son, in order that He
make satisfaction for your sins and give you Hisoitence and righteousness, finally to redeem you
from all evil and from death; then do not doubtttiau belong to the company of the elect. If we
consider election in this manner, even as Paul,dbisscomforting beyond measure. If we proceed in
a different manner, the thought of election willtbeifying. (qtd. in PiepeDogmatics483-4)
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The Lutheran and Reformed Understandings
of the Communication of Attributes:
The Differences and their Attendant Relevance

Michael Roehl

Introduction

It is necessary, of course, to approach everyridattstudy with a humble reverence for the
whole counsel of God’'s Word. It is especially imjaot here if we are to avoid the two extremes of
apathy and arrogance. The temptation for one nbbgh& general sense of indifference; for the other a
prideful preoccupation with our own perceived etiodi. Neither is appropriate for a study of thisobr
any other doctrine of God’s Word. That such a stwdlyprove both necessary and fruitful will, weagyr,
become readily apparent. We also pray that sut¢hdy svill humble us as we are forced to confror th
obvious limitations of our puny human knowledge amdllect, and also as we behold the superionty a
omniscience of our Creator and Savior God.

With this warning we prepare our hearts to studgl'€ revealed wisdom concerning not just the
communication of attributes in the God-man, Jeduss€ but how the differences between the Lutheran
and Reformed understandings of this doctrine prodguimpact several of the most basic elementsief t
Christian faith.

Questions to establish as the need for this study

That a review of this subject is both good andeseary can be established by testing our own

understanding with a number of questions:

- Does Scripture teach us to speak of a union oiitg ahthe two natures of Christ?

- How do we rightly define or understand “hypostatidien we speak of the “hypostatic unioh”?
How does the “communication of natures” differ fréme “communication of attributes™?
Do Lutherans agree with Roman Catholics in theiclbéng on the communication of attributes?
How does a correct understanding of the commuicati attributes affect our understanding of
Holy Communion and the real presence?
How did Calvin and Zwingli agree or differ on thainderstanding of the communication of
attributes and how did that difference affect the#rching on the real presence?
Many other questions could be added. The poirtasthis study is anything but cold academia. Rralct
applications and benefits clearly are the fruitha$ endeavor.

A brief summary of Biblical doctrine
concerning the two natures of Christ
For the purposes of this essay we will divide alkierview of the two natures of Christ into three
parts:
1) The Union of the Two Natures;
2) The Communication (Communion) of the Two Natyessl
3) The Communication (Communion) of the Attributéshe Two Natures.

The Union of the Two Natures of Christ

In his bookChristology John Schaller has set the tone of our study wWidsd¢ words: As it
transcends our highest powers of conception, wencarely state [the unity of the Logos] as a faatl an
must avoid even the attempt of solving this divirystery. The incarnation of the Son of God is ditlar
of faith, not a problem for the philosopher” (53alitorig.).



That said, Scripture does clearly teach in thegges below that the incarnation brought together
the two natures of Christ in an indissoluble unamd that neither His divine nor His human nature
suffered any loss or change in their essentialashearistics.

John 1:14And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, anokeleld His glory, the glory as of
the only begotten of the Father, full of grace amth.

Galatians 4:4But when the fullness of the time had come, Gotfsgh His Son, born of a woman,
born under the law.

Colossians 2:9or in Him dwells all the fullness of the Godheantlity.

1 Timothy 3:16 And without controversy great is the mystery ofligeds: God was manifested in
the flesh. ..

Hebrews 2:14nasmuch then as the children have partaken ohfeewd blood, He Himself likewise
shared in the same. .

Of note in the passages above is that Scriptmehés not two Christs (one divine and one
human) but one Christ. Neither did Jesus as trut ¢g@ase to exist when he became true man (Col. 2:9)
Instead, we have one Savior (one person) who éwee she incarnation is both true God and true man
(two natures). Contrast this truth with the equalliplime truth of the Trinity, where Scripture thas
that we have but one God, but our God manifestssHliinm and indeed exists as three distinct persons

Is it any wonder, then, that in writing to TimothRaul exclaimed:Great is the mystery of
godliness: God was manifested in the flesh, jestifn the Spirit, seen by angels, preached amoeg th
Gentiles, believed on in the world, received upglory” (1 Tim. 3:16 NKJ). And again, praying for the
Christians in Colossdthat their hearts may be encouraged, being kniietiher in love, and attaining to
all riches of the full assurance of understanditm the knowledge of the mystery of God, both of the
Father and of Christ, in whom are hidden all theasures of wisdom and knowledd€ol. 2:2-3).

It is, therefore, unique to the personal unioCbfist to sayGod is man and man is Gold. fact,
apart from Christ it is nonsensical to s&od is man” and blasphemous to sallan is God.” Some
have compared the two natures of Christ to theparsble nature of the body and soul in living human
beings; yet even there no one would say thatsoul is body and the body is soul, recognizaisg that
the soul separates from the body in death.

Scripture also teaches that while the two natwnes separate and distinct, they cannot be
separated. To hold to any doctrine that removdsemature—or any essential characteristic of eithe
nature—is to teach a different Christ. Thus theonmf the divine and human natures is not like two
boards glued together. Once joined, the two nathee® formed ainity in the God-man Jesus that is
inseparable and eternal. The human nature was adsuto the divine nature at Jesus’ incarnationl, an
that union will remain for all eternity.

We need to tread carefully here. Precise langusggitical. Thus, for example, we say that
Jesus—who was and is true God—died. Yet the divatare cannot die. We can say, then, that the God-
man Jesus died according to His human naturepysyt that the human nature alone died is to ditvide
natures of Christ and is therefore unscripturake Thion of the two natures resulted in a Savior vgho
more than just the sum of those two natures. Swtesnthat could rightly apply to either nature
individually cannot always be applied to the ineaenSon of God.

We ought not be surprised, then, to find loftytheuas we dig ever deeper into God’s revealed
wisdom. We are, after all, dealing with God’s vélpaspired biblical truths, clearly taught butviiely
majestic.

The Communication (Communion) of the Two Natures ofChrist

An immediate and necessary result of the uniah@two natures of Christ is the communication
or communiofi of those two natures. Here we define communioa psrmeation without confusion and
conversion(Pieper 11:123). In other words, Jesus wasn't jnsé God in name only; He possesseill
the fullness of the Godheadh bodily form. Neither was He true man in namdypnvhich is the
doctrinal sticking point for most false teachingghis area.



Yet despite what theologians call the interpetieinaof the two natures in the person of Jesus
Christ, both natures remain intact—neither losing ariginal, essential characteristic. This trighaught
in many passages, most notably:

John 1:14 And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, anoelveld His glory, the glory as of
the only begotten of the Father, full of grace amdth.

1 John 1:1-3That which was from the beginning, which we hawadewnhich we have seen with our
eyes, which we have looked upon, and our hands lewveled, concerning the Word of life—the life
was manifested, and we have seen, and bear witaedgjeclare to you that eternal life which was
with the Father and was manifested to us—that wivelthave seen and heard we declare to you, that
you also may have fellowship with us; and truly &llowship is with the Father and with His Son
Jesus Christ.

In the first passage John refers to the divineneatand to the human nature in the second. From
this we learn that we cannot separate from the @dbod the essential attributes of His human nature;
nor can we separate from the Soriviain the essential attributes of His divine natureugedshrist is and
will remain to all eternity true God and true marone person.

The Communication (Communion) of the
Attributes of the Two Natures of Christ

We cannot speak of the communication of the twanea of Christ without also acknowledging
the communication (sharing) of the attributes absth two natures. Before we can talk shfaring
attributes, however, we must define what they bre¢he narrowest definition an attribute is an atisé
characteristic. The word is also used in a wideisegas Pieper does here in bisgmatic$ to include
also “everything that the natures do or suffer ediog to their respective essence. . ., as, faairce, to
create and to be created, to give life and to lawrdthe life, and the like” (Pieper 130). Rightly
understanding that the two natures form a unionChrist also dictates that we understand and
acknowledge the sharing of the attributes of the matures.

The Formula of Concord, speaking with its usualcpgion and clarity, sums up the issue in this
way:

The chief question has been, Because of persomah um the person of Christ, do the divine and
human natures, together with their propertieg]ly (that is, in deed and truth) share with each other
and how far does this sharing extend?

The Sacramentarians have asserted that in Chestliithne and human natures are personally
united in such a way that neither of the txgally (that is, in deed and truth) shares in the progeert
of the other but have in common only the name. Tdestare boldly that the “personal union makes
merely the names common,” so that God is called amha man is called God, but that God really
(that is, in deed and in truth) has nothing in canmwith the humanity and that the humanity really
has nothing in common with the deity, its majestyd it properties. Dr. Luther and his followers
have contended for the opposite view. (Tappert 487 ital. orig.)

In its Affirmative Theses on this question the rRata of Concord lays out the correct Scriptural
position:

2. We believe, teach, and confess that the diunktiae human natures are not fused into one essence
and that the one is not changed into the other{Haiteach retains its essential properties and tha
they never become the properties of the other @eatur

3. The properties of the divine nature are omnipde eternity, infinity, and (according to its rrau
property, by itself) omnipresence, omniscience,, @bich never become properties of the human
nature.

4. The attributes of the human nature are to berjgoceal creature, to be flesh and blood, to bitefin
and circumscribed, to suffer, to die, to ascend @ndescend, to move from place to place, to



endure hunger, thirst, cold, heat, and the likeiciwmever become the properties of the divine
nature.

5. Since both natures are united personally (gahione person) we believe, teach, and confess th
this personal union is not a combination or corinecbf such a kind that neither nature has
anything in common with the other personally (tisaton account of the personal union), as when
two boards are glued together and neither givethargto or takes anything from the other. On the
contrary, here is the highest communion which Galy thas with man. Out of this personal union
and the resultant exalted and ineffable sharingetfiews everything human that is said or believed
about God and everything divine that is said orelved about Christ the man. .(Tappert 487-88)

In breaking it down further toward a better untkemding of the scriptural teaching on the
communication of attributes, Lutheran theologiamwveh identified the classes or typeserjerg of
attributes as these threé@enus IdiomaticuntGenus MajestaticurandGenus Apotelesmaticum

The first group or genuddjomaticum includes all those Scripture statements in whach
attribute (idiom) of one nature is also affirmedasfdeclared to the other nature. As a few examples
consider the following passages:

1 Peter 3:18For Christ also suffered once for sins, the justtfe unjust, that He might bring us to
God, being put to death in the flesh but made ddiwéhe Spirit

Hebrews 13:8 Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, today, angddore

Acts 3:14-15"But you denied the Holy One and the Just, . . .laled the Prince of life, whom

God raised from the dead, of which we are witne%ses
Note in these passages how Christ (the “Anointed”On His entirety suffered, how the God-man Jesus
Christ was and is eternal (not just according te onthe other nature), and how the divine “HolyeOn
and “Prince of life” was able to be killed.

Logical inconsistencies immediately arise when (sightly) allow Scripture to shape our
opinions in this matter. How, for example, couldukebe both eternal and eight days old? How coeld H
be the Creator of all things and yet have His barthounced by the angels that He Himself createn® H
could He be all-knowing and yet grow in wisdom aad know the hour of judgment?

As with many other Scripture truths (e.g., thenify) here we are certainly taught the truth, but
that does not mean that we are going to be capélildly comprehending that truth. As one writett jitu
“In an ecclesiastical climate where many churclidées are saying in effect: ‘Listen, God, I'm tal§jh
we want to say: ‘Speak, Lord, I'm listening™ (JesE).

The second group or genusdjestaticurpincludes those passages where characteristissos’
divine nature are described as having been commiguido His human nature. In these passagandhe
Jesus is credited with qualities like divine auityplomniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence.

Matthew 28:18, 20And Jesus came and spoke to them, saying, “Allcaiiyhhas been given to Me
in heaven and on earth. . . ; and lo, | am with pbuays, even to the end of the age.”
Luke 5:22 But when Jesus perceived their thoughts, He anslaamd said to them, “Why are you
reasoning in your hearts?”
John 4:16-18Jesus said to her, “Go, call your husband, and cdraee.” The woman answered
and said, “I have no husband.” Jesus said to hé&foli have well said, ‘I have no husband,’ for you
have had five husbands, and the one whom you nge ieanot your husband; in that you spoke
truly.”
Matthew 18:20“For where two or three are gathered together in klgme, | am there in the midst
of them.”
We note again how Jesus (the personal, human nathe &avior) is claiming His omnipotencé&l
authority has been given to Meand His omnipresencel(@m with you alwaysand“l am there in the
midst of themy), as well as using His omnisciencd€sus perceived their though}s”



The third group or genusy§otelesmaticudfi includes those passages that describe the works of
Jesus in which both natures contribute to the cetignl of an action in intimate harmony (or
communication) with each other.

Luke 2:11“For there is born to you this day in the city ohiitha Savior, who is Christ the Lotd.
“Christ the Lord"—a reference to His divine natureras “born,” an action clearly attributed to the
human nature.

1 Corinthians 15:3-5Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptsyand that He was buried,
and that He rose again the third day accordingtie Scriptures, and that He was seen by Cephas,
then by the twelve
Note again how Christ—a divine nature referenceaffsmed to have died and risen from the dead,
which are actions that necessitated the Saviongawvihuman nature.

Galatians 1:3-5 Grace to you and peace from God the Father andLawd Jesus Christ, who gave
Himself for our sins, that He might deliver us frims present evil age, according to the will of ou
God and Father, to whom be glory forever and ever
Note here especially how the divine “Lord Jesusisfhias a whole “gave Himself"—an action only
possible in that He also possessed a human nature.

Reformed Error and Its Implication

The root question at issue in this study is net pureview of the two natures of Christ and their
communication, but also how the Lutheran and Reéorrreachings differ on the subject. Given their
preoccupation with human reason, together withpireeminent role reason plays in their theology, it
should come as no surprise that the Reformed rejecsublime truths that Scripture clearly teackies
in connection with the communication of attributsisice those truths often create logical complicei
for the human intellect. Nor are the differencesionj for they pertain to (and in effect destroyy ke
elements of the Christian faith.

A key component of Reformed doctrine in this desthe mantra that “the finite is not capable of
the infinite.” This means, for example, that aftdis incarnation the Son of God is not omnipresent
according to His human nature. His presence, tbexefs and must always be limited to one location—
an assertion that has obvious implications for rthe@iderstanding of the real presence in Holy
Communion.

Scripture teaches that “in addition to its natutatal, and visible mode of subsistence, also a
divine and invisible [mode of subsistence] whidmscends all limitations of space” was given taded
His conception (Pieper 126).

In John 20, for example, we read that on more tham occasion Jesus appeared among the
gathered disciples, despite the fact that the deenmr® locked. We are further told that His bodyl sti
possessed the capacity to occupy space, as thpleswere able to touch and feel Him. The obvious
conclusion is that Jesus possessed also an ireyisibh-local mode of subsistence. Nor was thigtybil
given only to the risen and glorified Christ, sirtde also exhibited such powers prior to His resioa,
as shown in these passages.

Luke 4:28-30 So all those in the synagogue, when they hearct ttiesgs, were filled with wrath,

and rose up and thrust Him out of the city; andytlesl Him to the brow of the hill on which theityci

was built, that they might throw Him down over thé. Then passing through the midst of them, He

went His way

John 8:59 Then they took up stones to throw at Him; but JésdsHimself and went out of the

temple, going through the midst of them, and sequhby

It is both predictable and telling that the Refedrseek the logical to justify their skepticism at

the clear words of Scripture. So also in John 2§ tteek an open window or hole in the roof to fysti
their preconceived notions that the finite body Jd#sus was incapable of exhibiting any divine



characteristics. In so doing, they essentially aecthe inspired writers of culpable deception, esinc
Scripture clearly indicates a miraculous coming goithg?®

The Reformed separate the Son of God (divine epfusm the suffering and death of the Son of
Man (human nature). The implications here are sobeto say the least. If true God did not die thoe
sins of the world, that debt remains unpaid. PséhY-8 reveals the high price of salvation when it
claims:“None of them can by any means redeem his brottwrgive to God a ransom for him—for the
redemption of their souls is costlyif a man could be born without sin and live a edsl life, he would
certainly save himself, but no one else. If it \jugst a human being named Jesus who died on the ofos
Calvary, he saved only himself, and the rest ofkimhis lost.

The Reformed approach obviously has been forcedinat that Scripture does ascribe suffering
and death to the whole person of the Christ, the@ds0d, but their explanation is that this is eamly
as a figure of speeclalloeosid in which the reader knows instinctively to changleatever noun or
subject is used by the Holy Spirit in a given vetseahe correct word or phrase, or to add the words
necessary for true clarity or accuracy. If, for mgde, Scripture saysYou killed the Prince of Life'in
Acts 3:15, the reader is to insert the wottols human nature cfo that it means: You killed the human
nature of the Prince of Life.

This also brings into sharper focus how or whyremy who profess to be Christians nonetheless
regard Jesus as nothing more than a good examplalefy what Scripture teaches concerning the
communication of attributes is to deny that the @&uh died, and that He thereby provided a full and
completesubstitutionarypayment for the sins of the world. They view Cajvas the unjust death of a
good example—an example, many believe, that we folisiv if we are to be saved. This is the most
common misconception of the Christian faith, anchit be traced not only to a denial or perversich®
communication of attributes, but also to the infloe of every other man-made religion. All teach som
sort of debt that man himself has to repay. Tholse see the dying Jesus as only a man are leftnaith
choice but to see him as an example of what theysielves must do to earn God'’s love and acceptance.

As noted earlier, any misunderstanding of the camoation of attributes will have an impact on
the doctrine of the real presence in Holy Communi®oman Catholic doctrine, for example, holds that
the bread and wine are transubstantiated into ¢ldy nd blood of Christ during the Mass. To explain
this, they essentially borrow language from Arigtatvhen they distinguish between the “essence” or
“substance” of something and the external, tangibldities Acciden$ of that object.

Thus according to Roman Catholic doctrine, theerss or substance of the bread and wine are
miraculously changed (tran-substantiated) intobthay and blood of Christ, while tleecidensemain as
they were. In essence they have catered to hunasomein much the same way as the Reformed. This
also helps to explain their otherwise inexplicatiibodless sacrifice” in the mass. In Roman Catholi
dogma Christ is “re-sacrificed” during each Masg, enly according to what they again call #esence
of the transubstantiated body and blood. Heeidensremain consistent and undisturbed during the
ceremony, and therefore the sacrifice is bloodIBsgh errors are rooted in a denial of what theldib
teaches concerning the two natures of Christ aedcttmmunication of the attributes of those two
natures—which are separate yet inseparable.

The Reformed have had two different approachesporions concerning the Lord’s Supper. On
the one hand, John Calvin insisted on the “truegmree” of Christ in the sacrament, but only accaydo
the divine nature, not according to the human.dtier, then, was rooted in his false understandfripe
communication of attributes. To Calvin the humarnure of Christ remains localized in heaven and
nowhere else. He would admit that we commune wiighituman nature of Christ in the Lord’s Supper,
but essentially divides Christ by teaching that eeenmune with the human nature only through the
divine nature, which remains united to the human.

Therefore Calvin also found himself at odds withizgli, who wanted to reduce real presence to
symbolism and the Lord’s Supper to a memorial meakingli's error was not so much a
misunderstanding of the communication of attriblitesa total disregard for the clear, verbally iresg
words of the Savior.



Conclusion

Small points of doctrine never remain small poiotdoctrine, which is why there is no such
thing as a small point of doctrine. Careful attentio the details laid out in Scripture on all fisiis the
only thing that will prevent God’'s Church from waamohg into error. Often those truths are too sublim
to be fully grasped by the human intellect; yetytnemain true, and thus a vital element of the “isho
counsel” of God’'s Word (Acts 20:27).

May God continue to favor us with His grace to ¢inel that we continue to believe, affirm, teach,
and practice all things that God in His Word hagtd and commanded.

Endnotes

! “Hypostatic” is derived from the Greek wotddéoteaic in Hebrews 1:3, $ubstantial nature, essenceghd
refers simply to the fact that Jesus has two sépaegures in one person as both true God andrtaue

2 A parallel of sorts occurs in human beings from iement of their conversion. For example, the statet
“The Law according to its third use has a didacticgmse” applies neither to the old man nor the new niis a
true statement only in that it applies to the Glarsinsofar as he is both.

%In this context “communication” and “communion” areed synonymously by theologians.

*From the Greek wordotéieroc or dmoteréw, which refers to “the final result to be accomipdéid.”

® Compare also the implication that Moses essentiity when he gave clear indication that all creatiook
place at God’s command in six natural and conseeaays.
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The Flacian Controversy:
Thank God that Leveler heads prevailed!
Paul G. Fleischer
Introduction / Background:

In a previous essay printed in theurnal (June 2014, pp. 22-46Xhe undersigned addressed in
Bente’sHistorical IntroductionsArticle X1V on “The Synergistic Controversy.” ltauld be most logical,
then, to follow that up with the Flacian Controwersvhich in effect was spawned by the Synergistic
Controversy.

| freely admit that these respective studies haanlgood for me personally as a review of that
critical time in the history of the confessionaltheran Church. | freely admit a lapsing memory abou
this history. To get some kind of handle on it alhad to do some diligent revisiting of the higtat
accounts of the respective controversies and, in@ction with the essay that follows, the role plapy
Flacius.

In the process | came upon a hand-written “Tablead prepared and scotch-taped into the back
cover of myConcordia Triglottaduring my seminary days. It has the title “CONTRERSIES following
the Leipzig Interim and settled by the Formula @n€ord (May 29, 1577).” For myself back then and
certainly now the Table helps sort through the wsioin of the rather convoluted and complicated
historical details as far as the when, why, andrefioee of the respective controversies, the pddicu




topic or topics in dispute, and a listing in separaolumns of the “Chief Errorists” and “(Chief)
Opponents of the Error” [Ed. — See p. 52 for a oedlform of Fleischer’s Table].

As far as the latter is concerned, most interesdimd) intriguing for me was the discovery (or re-
discovery) of the fact that at least a couple efRry significant contributors to our orthodox hetan
Reformation heritage, Melanchthon and Flacius, appet infrequently in both columns! That simple
observation is itself a testimony to the markedernstty of the scriptural discussions, debates, and
controversies happening in the years and decadlesvifog Luther's death in 1546. For a whole lot of
reasons it is good for us to revisit these contrgies, not the least reason being that, with Gbl#issing,
we become reassured that our orthodox Lutherars ra@ what and where they are and should be—
firmly grounded in the soil of God’s pure and petfg clear Word of truth as given to us in the diliy
inspired Scriptures.

As far as the two men mentioned above are concemed are likely more aware of
Melanchthon’s dissimilar roles. After being the areefly responsible for writing the Apology (1530)
sadly, it was the same Philip who was primarilypmssible for penning that compromise document
called the “Leipzig Interim” in 1548. Bente writéis 1126 “Provisions of Leipzig Interim” that “the
Leipzig Interim, too, was in every respect a troger the corpse of true Lutheranism. It was a ustan
document sacrificing Lutheranism doctrinally as Iwa$ practically. . . . Tschackert is correct in
maintaining that, in the articles of justificatiand of the Church, ‘the fundamental thoughtshef t
Reformation doctrine were catholicized’ by the lzgpinterim. Even the Lutherasola (sola fide by
faith alone) is omitted in the article of justifican” (Bente 99).

Referring to the chosen subtitle for this particuleview of Bente’sHistorical Introductions it
became clear that, should Dr. Luther’s reformatiohbe scuttled, there was a desperate need felée
heads” to prevail!

And this is where Flacius (for one) comes intopfeture, as noted by Klug:

After Leipzig leadership among the Lutherans wadonmrabs. Theologians like Matthias Flacius,
Johann Heermann, Nikolaus von Amsdorf, Kaspar Agaihd Johann Wigand competed for the post
Melanchthon had lost by default. The talented aexy fFlacius, originally from the Balkan region of
lllyria, proved at first to be the most eloquentokpsman for loyal Lutheran teaching, and he
vigorously opposed Melanchthon, his old colleagn¢he Wittenberg Faculfy.

But politics, more than theology, shaped unfoldiwgnts. . .2 With the Peace of Augsburg, 1555,
Lutherans for the first time gained the right tastxand practice their faith freely.

But by this time the victory was bittersweet, fdhin the Lutheran church itself there was chaos.
Dissension and disunity reigned as a result of skreiggle between conservative and moderate
factions, between those concerned to keep Luthernhing pure and those somewhat indifferent to
doctrinal purity and open to compromise. ._. . Paation of theological positions around leaders
like Melanchthon and Flacius became intense. Eaide <laimed heirship to the Augsburg
Confession and the other Lutheran Confessions. TRbilippists” (named after Philipp
Melanchthon) stood for a moderate, compromise pwosinh doctrine; the “Gnesio-Lutherans” (that
is, “genuine Lutherans”—so they claimed to be)ldwing Flacius, stood for absolute loyalty and
strict, stern discipline in accord with Lutheraniqeiples.(Klug 13)

What stuck out for me in my Table of Controversiess the fact that the name Flacius appears
five times in the “(Chief) Opponents of the Erradlumn. That alone prompts our thanks and praise to
God that he was one of the more influential, pesitevel heads during the decade following Luther’s
death!

For example, in speaking of the Adiaphoristic Comgrsy and in particular the role of Flacius
therein, we note the following observations of Bent

Foremost among the champions of true Lutheranismr against the Interimists were John
Hermann, Aquila, Nicholas Amsdorf, John Wigand,eAlis, Gallus, Matthias Judex, Westphal, and
especially Matthias Flacius lllyricus, then (frord44 to 1549) a member of the Wittenberg faculty,
where he opposed all concessions to the Adiaplsolisis due, no doubt, to Flacius more than to any
other individual that true Lutheranism and withhie Lutheran Church was saved from annihilation
in consequence of the Interin{&00, §127)




The theological position which Flacius and his dallcombatants occupied over against the
Adiaphorists was embodied in the Tenth Articlehefformula of Concorgdand thus endorsed by the
Lutheran Church as a whole. Frank says concernhig most excellent article which our Church
owes to the faithfulness of the Anti-Melanchthosjamotably Flacius: “The theses which received
churchly recognition in th€ormula of Concordvere those of Flacius. . .

Even Melanchthon. . .finally yielded to the argumsesf his opponents and admitted that they were
right. .. .(112, 1141)

The positive contributions of Flacius to sound anber (that's what is meant by “level-headed”)
Biblical Lutheran theology is recognized, moreeasd, by other theologians and church historiams &ls
Pieper has in Volume 1 of h@hristian Dogmatics quote stating thaFtacius has been ‘habitually and
from ignorance’ condemned beyond all measuid. in Bente 549). This comment concludes a longe
footnote which elaborates on the fact that, whie vilas on the right track, Flacius used extreme
terminology, which couldn't be condoned, regardiogginal sin as a “substance” rather than an
“accident.” Unfortunately, as we will be gettingtanshortly, Flacius drifted off course in his dacé
contentions, sullying not only his own name and @mesio-Lutheran party, but even the very gospel
itself, which he for so long and so zealously hpllald and defended.

In my previous essay on the Synergistic Controvétsypoint was made that the spiritual level-
headedness of Flacius had led the way againstitbestes—even though, as viewed from hindsightrehe
appeared to be a hint of trouble ahead for the-mwithding man. A few quotes from that essay are
repeated here below:

Flacius (lllyricus) was one of the leading spokesragainst synergism. He and other Anti-Synergists
endorsed Luther’'s monergism of grace, being forimedleclare their position publicly at a 1557
colloquy in Worms with representatives from Romleank God the Anti-Synergists would not
condemn Luther’s doctrine of the complete bondddbeohuman will(Fleischer 28)

This latter statement could be a sort of red figgaing the area in which Flacius would, unfortiahg,

go off the beam, but as Bente note$:Will always be regarded as a redeeming featurat fit was in
antagonizing synergism and championing the Luthesala gratiathat Flacius coined his unhappy
proposition” (146, §168). Returning to the previous essay, “Sipergistic Controversy,” there it was
stated that Strigel’s position in the bitter controversy wasded on the error that a remnant of spiritual
ability still remains in natural man.” That, in efft, denied that man by nature is truly spirituadgad,
but reserves some spark of life. Flacius took \igerexception, asserting that Strigel's positionrswa
essentially a form of Pelagianism all over agaifleischer 35). Again in hindsight it would seesra
mere coincidence that the same Strigel would trigeiks into making some unguarded, extreme
statements. Perhaps foretelling danger ahead éow#il-meaning spokesman of the Gnesio-Lutherans,
the summary in “Synergistic Controversy” continudgais: ‘1t was Flacius again who took up the
scriptural cause, stating he was, in fact, willihg distinguish between cooperatitrefore and after
conversion. That, however, was not good enougstiagel, who ‘protested again and again that man is
not like a block or stone when he is converted.défiense of his position Flacius ‘explained thahis
conversion man is able to cooperate just as ldidea stone can contribute to its transformatioroiat
statue’ (Bente 140. . .XFleischer 35).

Thus in attempting to offer some kind of helpfuttorical review and background, we proceed to
the task at hand. In my “Table of Controversie® ttame of Flacius occurs five times in the “(Chief)
Opponents of the Error” column—God be praised!'—hationce in the “Chief Errorists” column. It is
the sad chapter of the latter that we shall exanmnimaore detail, with Bente’s detailed material’¥V.

The Flacian Controversy” providing a broad outline.

167. Flacius Entrapped by Strigel;
168. Context in which Statement was Made.

In giving the biographical information of Flaciusofn March 3, 1520, in lllyria, therefore having
the nickname lllyricus), who wahe of the most learned and capable theologiansisoflay and the
most faithful, devoted, staunch, zealous, and ekpmnent and defender of genuine Lutheranideyite
begins the sorry tale oftlfe malignant controversy which bears his nanjg44). Dr. Walther's (oft-



quoted) remark, first made in 1877 on the occasfdhe 300th anniversary of the Formula of Concad,
given: ‘It was a great pity that Flacius, who had hithetieen such a faithful champion of the pure
doctrine, exposed himself to the enemies in sutlar@ner. Henceforth the errorists were accustomed to
brand all those as Flacianists who were zealoudafending the pure doctrine of Luthejtd. in Bente
144). Dare say, doubtless there are those who might dmeadl to label as hyper-Lutheran Flacianists
those who are conservative theologians and zealefisnders of Luther’'s doctrine some four-plus
centuries later. What we would surely reject, hosvevs any linkage of our doctrinal stance with
Flacius’s error in regard to original sin.

It was around the year 1560 (an end point, of saasthe Synergistic Controversy and the
beginning, of sorts, to the Flacian) that thingatsed to take on a focus that trouble was in the@he
synergistic controversy received new zest and aim@stus when, in 1559, Victorin Strigel and Huegel
. . opposed Flacius, . . .championed the doctrih&elanchthon, and refused to endorse the so-called
Book of Confutationwhich Flacius had caused to be drafted. . . . fdeo to settle the differences,
Flacius and his colleagues (Wigand, Judex, Simorsadus), as well as Strigel, asked for a public
disputation. . . . The disputation was held at WWgjmugust 2 to 8, 156(Bente 133-34, 1158-59).

Strigel and Flacius went toe-to-toe at the WeimaispDtation, with Strigel defending
Melanchthon’s doctrine of the “three causes” ofvasion being the Holy Spirit, the Word of God, and
the will of man “feebly assenting” to the gospelFlacius, on the other hand, defended the mere passi
of Luther” asserting that man before conversiaoés noin any way cooperate with the Holy Spirit, but
merely suffers and experiences His operationsh@tsame time, however, he seriously damaged and
discredited himself as well as the sacred causdgiwhe truth by maintaining that original sin is iha
mere accident, such as Strigel maintained, but/drg substance of mar{Bente 134, §159).

So it is that the Flacian Controversy had spruogifthe Synergistic. Included among the various
extreme and extravagant statements of Flacius—am#/eand as time went on—are such listings as
these: “By original sin man is ‘transformed intetimage of Satan.’” By original sin ‘the substante o
man is destroyed’; after the Fall original sinhie substance of man; man’s nature is identical giithin
conversion a new substance is created by God” ifyBente 144).

With such comments Flacius contended all alonghbkatas only defending Luther’s doctrine as
well as the Bible. I'have said that Scripture and Luther affirm thiaforiginal sin]is a substance(qgtd.
in Bente 144§

It was in many ways a war of words. Bente callgerdibn to how the “Formula of Concord
carefully explainsin Article 1 on Original Sin the following:

Also, to avoid strife about words, aequivocatiomesabulorum, that is, words and expressions which
are applied and used in various meanings, shoulddrefully and distinctly explained; as when it is
said: God creates the nature of men, there byéhmmhaturethe essence, body, and soul of men are
understood. But often the disposition or viciousliy of a thing is called its nature, as whenst i
said: It is the nature of the serpent to bite amispn. Thus Luther says that sin and sinning aee th
disposition and nature of corrupt man. . . . Lutlemself explains that by nature-sin, person-sin,
essential sin he means that not only the wordsights, and works are sin, but that the entire natur
person, and essence of man are altogether corrupbead the root by original singtd. in Bente 145)

Thankfully, Flacius’s close friends Wigand and Megs were more level-headed than their
compatriot, trying to warn their leader that egogtioriginal sin with man’s substance was going
overboard, in effect, implying that God as creatould then be responsible for such a condition!tan
other hand, to say that Satan was the creatoriéthl “substance” smacked of the ancient herdsh®
Manichean$.

As to the context of Flacius's “fatal phrase” staémt, Bente offers a manner of speaking that
Flacius might better have used to make the cas&tvigiel's Semi-Pelagian teaching. When asked by
Strigel whether he denied that original sin wasaacident, it would have been more level-headed—in
line with Scriptural teaching—for Flacius to respas Bente has suggested below:

Instead of replying as he did, Flacius should heleared the sophistical atmosphere by explaining:
“If | say, ‘Original sin is an accident,” you [Stgel] will infer what | rejectyiz. that the corrupt will
of man retains the power to decide also in favothefoperations of the Holy Spirit. And if | answer




that original sin is not an accident (such as yavd in mind), you will again infer what | disavow,
viz., that man, who by the Fall has lost the ability id w the spiritual direction, hago ipsdost the
will and its freedom entirely and as such.
After noting the outcome of what Flacius actualydsin response, Bente concludégVith all his soul
Flacius rejected the synergism involved in Strigigjuestion. His blunder was, as stated, that hesdith
terms universally regarded as Manichegii45s).

169. Formal and Material Substance; 170. Further Eglanations
of Flacius; 171. Controversy Precipitated by Flacia.

Bente’s “Historical Introductions to the Symbolidboks™— in general and to this controversy
in particular—have gone far more deeply into thédgslephical bantering than most of us, | dare say,
might be inclined to do. That said, we who yetd®eatiin the verbal inspiration of Scripture do ustkend
the need for careful examination of what the SifiGod is saying in any given Scripture passage an
therefore about any particular Scripture doctrineancept.

In our short history we in the CLC have found tbahtroversy, while trying and testing, can
indeed be a blessing to the church as we delveSotpture—with aquia acceptance of the Lutheran
Confessions as well—to determine exactly what ghieitSf God has to say to us. It is, | submit,anb
to the church if we allow our instant, high-techwant-the-answer-short-and-sweet-right-now” saiet
milieu to dictate our spiritual and religious (edtional) life. As a participant in the Third Usetbé Law
controversy—being among those memorializing the GC@hvention, seeking clarification of what
exactly the Bible teaches on the subject and wietonfessions teach, and then comparing with those
two sources exactly what the synod’s position wageeall considerable uneasiness and impatience
within the body over the “war of words.” Yet by thypace of God what was finally accepted as the
settlement of the issue was and remains, | am noadi a great blessing. In short, the doctrinaigsfie
we had was truly worth it.

What is said here is in keeping with article refsiappearing in the March 20Uburnal of
Theology The two articles referred to here were writterewttheJournalwas launched with its February
issue in 1961. In his “Foreword” to the inaugursdue the first editor, Prof. Edmund Reim, carefully
explained that a church body which came into emtteas a result of controversy could not and would
not steer away from addressing controversial isstlemigh acknowledging as well thab“live on
controversy alone. . .would prove to be a sorryuhyx one that we simply cannot affdr@ournal 4).
This “Foreword” by Reim gives way to an article Byof. Reim’s colleague, Egbert Schaller, under the
title “The Form of Sound Words,” in which it is dai

Orthodox pastors concerned with the task of keepuegFaith inviolate are well aware of the fact
that not all who retain in their form the use ofalthy, traditional words and expressions in
theological discussion do so in the spirit of thpostle. Satan has devised semantic means for
corrupting doctrine through the employment of senipl terms with a change in connotation. The
words have the old, familiar ring; but both contemd context have been altered. The powerful and
idiomatic scriptural terminology, by a subtle prgseof exinanition, has in some quarters been
divested of its divine definitions and filled witthuman content which makes it a fruitful exporoént
error. Thus the modernist advances his destructimase, not by excising such key terms as
righteousness, salvation, atonement, reconciligtinspiration, and many others from his theological
parlance, but by withdrawing them from the analo§yscripture and arbitrarily investing them with
human and unscriptural concepts, employing themrdilly in their perverted sense to the confusion
of the simple. Healthy words cease to be healthgnvithe inspired content is aborted. They thereby
become additions to the list of “vain words” by whimen are deceived (Eph. 5:@)ournal 8)

This writing and these good words bring to mindlassic 1968 essay of Prof. Schaller to the
CLC Convention of that year, titledThe Virtue of Christian SobrietyYour essayist, recently out of
seminary in 1964, recalls hearing the essay ingperdelivered in the Northwest Hall assembly rodm a
Immanuel Lutheran College, which played host to deéegates. We don’t intend to use the adjective
“classic” lightly. Read and enjoy, praying as yead that the CLC today may live up to the holy e€vi
passed along to a fledgling synod by this giftetbsljcal forefathef.



As much as and perhaps more than just about amy,dtie Flacian Controversy was about the

“form of sound words”—and this is the basis for wh&ave chosen to label as “level-headed,” that is
not going off the deep end. We turn to anotherohistl resource, Willard Allbeck’sStudies in the
Lutheran Confessionso expand on the controversy:

It must be noted that Flacius distinguished betwsaéistantia materiaksthe stuff of which a thing is

composed—andubstantia formalis-the form it takes. He seems to have meant ther latien he

said that sin issubstantia Yet he steadily refused to abandon this mislepginraseology, even

though he was willing to use also other phrases<ivhiad the approval of such men as Andreae. Not

long afterward when there was a change of rulermcias lost his professorship at Jena, was

declined residence in Strassburg and Frankfort, aftdr some years of wandering died in 1575.

The question at issue in the controversy, therefooacerned a precise definition of original sin.
The Augsburg Confessioim Article Il had affirmed and briefly defined gihal sin. But is original
sin the essence of human nature, or is it merelgtaibute? Is it proper to distinguish theologibal
between man’s nature and original sin as corruptingt nature?

Then this is said:
Lest anyone think this is “unnecessary wranglinghe Solid Declaration promptly points out the
importance of the problem. For if the undisturbexdness of human nature is affirmed, the result is
Pelagianism—a serious perversion of the gospehaschurch generally recognizes. On the other
hand, if out of a dualistic idea of the existenéegood substances and evil substances (light and
darkness), it is held that sin is merely the etiffsoozing into sight, we are confronted with a
Manichaean conception—something quite foreign teisGanity and vigorously opposed by the
ancient church(Allbeck 256-7)

The Formula of Concord has said in addressingubgest:

“Everything that is must be eitheubstantiathat is, a self-existent essenceaccidensthat is, an
accidental matter, which does not exist by itseffeatially, but is in another self-existent esseamgk
can be distinguished from it.”

“. .. [I]f the question be asked whether original sin isilasgance, that is, such a thing as exists by
itself, and is not in another, or whether it is aacidensthat is, such a thing as does not exist by
itself, but is in another, and cannot exist or lygtbelf, he must confess straight and pat thajiosll
sin is no substance, but an accider{gtd. inBente 146, 1169)

As far as terminology is concerned, it is interggtio note what the more rec&dader’s Edition
of the Book of Concortlas to say in its “Controversies” introductiontie Formula of Concord:This
controversy has a lot to do with the use of phiidscal terms, which Luther always warned against
using, particularly as one preached and taught €fnain laity. Such terms provided great potential fo
needless offense, confusion, and misunderstand@inig.controversyrlacian] certainly justified Luther’s
concern” (Concordia470)?

Bente’s section 171 details how trapped the webimigg Flacius was by his overstatements.
From the Weimar Disputation of 1560 on through 13% spoke, debated, and wrote tract after treatise
in defense of his position, claiming that his posi was being mischaracterized, etc., all the svhil
rejecting the considerable overtures of his felldwesio-Lutherans to moderate his tone and extreme
expressions. It is surely a pity to read the sunonabf one historian (Schluesselburg) that “. . .
‘intoxicated with ambition, and relying, in the hedtconflict, too much on the acumen and sagadity o
his own mind, lllyricus haughtily spurned the bretly and faithful admonitions of all his colleagties
(qtd. in Bente 148-9).

172. Publications Pro and Con; 173. Adherents of &tius;
174. Decision of Formula of Concord.

Thank God for the level-headed approach of theagpsiis! In responding to yet another writing
by Flacius, the “second Martin” Chemnitz sdit,is enough if we are able to retain what Luthleas
won; let us abandon all desires to go beyond antnfmrove upon him'(gtd. in Bente 149). Men like
Moerlin, Wigand, and Hesshusius likewise respondeel Jatter charging that Flacitimade the devil a
creator of substance(Bente 150) and taught that thdeVil created and made man, the devil is man’s



potter” (gtd. in Bente 150)° Wigand characterized the Flacian doctrine in1t5ig1 bookOn Original

Sin “Original sin laughs, talks, sews, sows, works, sgadrites, preaches, baptizes, administers the
Lord’s Supper, etc. For it is the substance of rtfaat does such thing. Behold where such men end!”
Wigand also added in answer to a response fromustdiEvil of the substance and evil substance are
not identical” (qtd. in Bente 150).

Already in 1572 and again in 1576 Hesshusius arggaihst Flacius in print:f‘ original sin is
the substance of the soul, then we are compelleddert one of two thingsiz., either that Satan is the
creator of substance, or that God is the creatad areserver of sin{gtd. in Bente 150).

As a classic example of the student carrying thimgisfarther than his teacher, Flacius kept on
publishing in his own defenseapparently never for a moment doubting that he Wwat defending
Luther's doctrine” (Bente 150).And he had his adherents. When he died on Marchl1®I5, at
Frankfort-on-the-Main, some forty Lutheran minist&f Austria are said to have shared his views. In
fact, “In 1581 the Flacianists in Austria issued a dectama against the=ormula of Concordcharging
its teaching to be inconsistent with Luther's dowtron original sin. As late as 1604 there were
numerous Flacianists in German AustriéBente 151).

At the beginning of section 174, “Decision of Fotenwf Concord,” Bente brings in the
observation of Seeberg: “Flacius was not a herdiiat in the wrangle of his day he was branded & su
and this has been frequently repeated.” Bente nittasa few other historians held a similar vieneov
against Flacius. Nevertheless, Bente also statas“the unfortunate phrases of Flacius produceddan
were bound to produce, most serious religious sfferas well as theological strife, and hopeless
doctrinal confusion. . . . Accordingly, the firsttiale of the Formula of Concord rejects both the
synergistic as well as the Manichean aberrationghadoctrine of original sin(151).

Our synod came into existence because we werergmewvifrom Scripture that doctrinal error is
dangerous, that its leaven can spread, ultimatedermining the gospel. To help souls entrustedsttou
understand and recognize this danger, it is goahtov the following from the “The Controversy about

Original Sin:
If taken to its logical conclusion, Flacius’s pasit would require us to believe that God Himself is
the creator and cause of sin. . . . H¢acius]would not recognize where his zealous defenswitbf t

was leading him—into more error.

Article | of the Formula of Concord, therefore, hemdmake clear what the Bible teaches. Since the
fall, human nature is not sin itself, but it isfsih The Formula wisely points out that to sugdgesti
created sin would mean that God’s Son assumedssif into divinity in the incarnation. What is
more, if sin is part of a person’s very substartben it too will be resurrected on the Last Day to
spend eternity in heaven, an absurd idea, in vie@Sooipture.

The incident with Flacius is a good warning to thegho are zealous to defend truth. They must not
go so far in defending truth that they end up imoerthrough overstatement or overreaction.
(Concordia471)

Indeed, the basic doctrines of our faith—the ergorpus doctrinagincluding creation, Christ’s
incarnation, the sinner’s sanctification, and bpdésurrection—would be and are subtly undermingd b
Flacianism. So says the Formula of Concord its&Hlerefore it is unchristian and horrible to hednat
original sin is baptized in the name of the Holyinity, sanctified, and saved, and other similar
expressions found in the writings of the recent iffagans, with which we will not offend simple-muhde
people”(gtd. in Bente 151).

Before concluding the background history of thisitcoversy, Bente is quick to point out the
balanced presentation in tRermula of ConcordWhile clearly rejecting Flacianism, its authorsresjust
as determined to uphold the scriptural teachingutbariginal sin’s disastrous effects. Careful
examination leads to the conclusion that the whdlerthodox Reformation Lutheranism is ultimately
built upon the correct scriptural teaching regagdiniginal sin. Bente notes thanh“designating original
sin as an accident, its corruption is not minimizedhe least. . . . ‘For the Scriptures,’ says Barmula,
‘testify that original sin is an unspeakable evidauch an entire corruption of human nature thaitin
and all its internal and external powers nothinggwor good remains, but everything is entirely cpt;



so that on account of original sin man in God'shsigg truly spiritually dead, with all his powergad to
that which is good'(Bente 151-2).

Thus, the error of Flacius notwithstanding, Stigyaland also Semi-Pelagianism, which wants to
reserve at least some credit to man for his owneion, were and are soundly rejected.

Final Observations / Conclusion

In connection with all this, it is good to keep imind the observations of Piepertt ‘is
particularly the doctrine of the original guilt wth has aroused the antagonism of mgB38). That
antagonism is obvious in countless ways in thitefialworld, so much so that even many would-be
Christian churches reject it. The doctrine of ar@i sin (original guilt) is rejected byPelagians,
Socinians, Arminians, Quakers, and even some mddatrerans” who “insist that only that can be
charged against man as a transgression which hehiraself committed. The antagonism runs the whole
gamut, from simple denial to outright blasphengi?ieper 538). On its patRome teaches . . . that the
inclination to sin . . . which remains after Baptiss no longer sin, although Scripture sometiméis da
sin. ‘With regard to this concupiscence, which &postle sometimes calls sin (Rom. 6:7-8; Colossians
3), the holy Synod declares that the Catholic Churas never understood it to be called sin, asdein
truly and properly sin in those born again, but &ese it is of sin and inclines to sin’. . ("Pieper 542,
fn. 29).

Besides most of visible Christendom getting itvalbng, it does not surprise to read what Islam
has to say and teach on the matter. It so happahthe “Remembering 9/11” issueWORLDmagazine
(Sept. 10, 2011) contains an article titled “Islam Liberty” in which author Marvin Olasky asks and
answers a question not unrelated to our essay:ttpi@a rule-obsessed religion that denies original si
and the need for grace compatible with freedomfg author shows at some length that most basiitally
is Islam’s non-recognition of original sin that neakit profoundly different from biblical Christiaypi**

I have often told this story in confirmation class@fter formal Christian schooling throughout
elementary, high school, and three college yeaatehded my senior year at Mankato State Uniwersit
while also taking classes at Immanuel Lutheran egellin Mankato. To my surprise and dismay my
sociology instructor took a jab at “those ChristBible believers who tell children they are sinftam
birth, thus instilling an inferiority complex.” Adr class | spoke to him about my believing whatBse
teaches regarding original sin. It got me nowhefecourse, the instructor contending that children
become bad or evil from their environmental suraings, or something to that effect.

If that was the case then, what about now? WhaiLight today in the progressive, liberal, public
educational establishment? The idea that maniisnars answerable and accountable to God not amly f
the sin he himself committed but also for “inhatitein, is taken as a frontal slap in the face rtoug,
natural human beings. Man is, we are told, a prodii(God-less) evolution. He is the author of owen
destiny and determiner of his own fate.

I like to tell another story that is also relatedariginal sin and its effects. While working in a
cemetery and doing custodial work in a mausoleurendaged a female co-worker in a religious
conversation. She was from the Reformed camp, Biitih Graham as one of her favorite preachers. As
our discussion came to conversion, and sinnersngakieir “decisions for Christ,” | used the veriedio
make a spiritual point. | asked, “What are the clearthat the dust and ashes in the crypts arouadeus
any time soon going to spring to life?” God alom®ws what effect, if any, the conversation hadhan t
dear lady.

The scriptural teaching of original sin has beed smains a core principle of our Reformation
Lutheran faith and confession before the world alsd before and within the religious community. Tha
mankind is dead in trespasses and sins by natumessthat salvation is indeed by grace alone. Man
cannot bring himself to faith anymore than a comse of itself spring to life. Conversion is aletivork
of God the Holy Ghost as He works through the Wandl the Sacrament of regeneration in Holy
Baptism. After becoming new creatures in Christingpeinstilled with the Spirit-created new life,
hungering and thirsting for God, a believer “coapes” by feeding his faith on the means of graoe, t
gospel of Word and through Sacrament, which in teads him to live a life of daily repentance befor
his Savior-God.



Truly, had leveler heads not prevailed in the FElaatontroversy, the consequences would have
been far-reaching for our scriptural, Lutheran €ten withess—undermining the gospel itself, roggbin
poor sinners of the comfort which only that gospa afford.

All mankind fell in Adam’s fall, One common sireité us all; From sire to son the bane descendd, An
over all the curse impends.

Thro’ all man’s pow'’rs corruption creeps And him dineadful bondage keeps; In guilt he draws his
infant breath And reaps its fruits of woe and death

From hearts depraved, to evil prone, Flow tho'tsdadeeds of sin alone; God's image lost, the
darkened soul Nor seeks nor finds its heav’nly goal

But Christ, the second Adam, came To bear our sthveoe and shame, To be our Life, our Light, our
Way, Our only Hope, our only Stay.

As by one man all mankind fell And, born in siaswdoomed to hell,
So by one Man, who took our place, We all recetkedyift of grace.

We thank Thee, Christ; new life is ours, New ligletv hope, new strength, new powers: This grace our
every way attend Until we reach our journey’s efid!H 369)

Appendix I: Table of Controversies
* In a reduced-size format this table is printethatend.

Appendix II: Historical
* To provide our readers with additional historibalckground, the excerpts below come from the
Introduction toFormulators of the Formula of Concormdages 12-18, with emphasis added.

The Formula of Concord also came into existenddetccasion of a crisis in Christianity. At
stake was the Gospel that had found articulatiorihim theology of Martin Luther, particularly as
expressed in the Augsburg Confession of 1530, ewritty Luther’s colleague, companion, and co-worker,
Philip Melanchthon, and in Luther's own distillati® of his theology, his Large and Small Catechisims
1529 and his Smalcald Articles of 1537. The cnigés occasioned when, shortly after Luther's death
(1546) and the military catastrophe of German Rtatdism signaled by the victory of Charles V at
Muehlberg (1547), the Augsburg and Leipzig Interinese promulgated as law (1548). These documents
represented compromise efforts by Emperor Charlds ¥ettle temporarily the religious controversy
between the Roman Catholics and the Evangelicatended as temporary solutions only, it was
anticipated that the definitive solution would éseted by the Council of Trent, which had begu it
sessions in 1545.

But neither the Interims nor the Council of Trémbught the desired peace. Whereas the latter
was too forthright in its condemnation of Luthedoctrine, the former were too obviously compromise
formulations heavily biased in favor of the Romaati®lic position, especially with reference to the
celebration of the Mass and its accompanying cengathdvVielanchthon, apprehensive about the chances
of survival for the Evangelical faith, felt himsetbmpelled to compromise evangelical freedom by
yielding to Roman Catholic demands in matters wfatiin exchange for a moderately stated Lutheran
doctrine of justification. Although he later adreitt his error, he was never able to free himsethftbe
stigma which attached to this show of weakness.€nseiing struggle between his followers and thdse o
the hyper-Lutheran Matthias Flacius is usually mefé to as the “adiaphoristic controversy,” and it
remained an issue until the time of the Formul&ohcord, especially since it raised the questiotoas
whether the course which had been suggested bintdems should be specifically condemned in nhew
confessional formulations. It was a crisis in timelerstanding of the Gospel since it involved tleedom
which attached to this Gospel. (Jungkuntz 12-13)

Historians commonly distinguish between three ligioal parties involved in the disputes
finally clarified by the Formula:
1) The Philippists.These were the followers of Philip Melanchthon,owthought of their master,
with his seemingly more flexible theological posfis, as the most reliable and authoritative



interpreter and adapter of Luther for the crititales arising after Luther's death. Most of the
doctrines eventually rejected by the Formula of €dod were maintained and defended by this
group.

2) The Gnesio-Lutheran§o-called because they thought of themselvesase tthisciples of Luther
who followed their master most strictly, they weepresented particularly by men like Matthias
Flacius (1520-75) and Nicolaus von Amsdorf (14889)5 They were prepared to oppose the
Philippists even at the risk of their own livesdahey made the condemnation of heretics a key
issue of the ongoing debate. However, Flaciusigfiself open to precisely such a condemnation
by his assertion that original sin is not an “aead but the very “substance” of fallen man
[Tappert, p. 468, 119], and Amsdorf did the samdibyteaching that good works are detrimental
to salvation [Tappert, p. 477, 17].

3) The Center-PartyWhereas the other two parties were clearly defifieth the outset of the
controversies, this Center-Party came into beingaadirect result of the entire process of
pacification conducted by those loyal Lutherans wbold not feel comfortable with either of the
above extremes. All of the formulators of the Folaraf Concord would fall into this group.

It is now of interest to ask which factors, othiean the purely theological, may have contributethto
formation of these three constellations of theaagi

One factor which ought to be kept in mind is thgaing rivalry that existed between the two
Saxon houses—Ernestine Saxony, which held the celget until 1547, and Albertine Saxony, which
succeeded to the electorate after that date. Tio pessession of the electoral privilege was nollsma
honor, so it is not surprising that when one holest the honor to the other, considerable political
hostility ensued. Precisely this occurred in thistance as a result of the conniving Duke Maurid®
by his support of Charles V had wrenched the efattile to himself and the Albertine house. Thire
the region about Wittenberg, known as the “elettoirale,” also fell to Albertine Saxony. This mdan
that Wittenberg University, dominated by Melancithwas now under Albertine jurisdiction. Whereas
the Philippists adjusted to the change, the Gnegiberans relocated to the University of Jena, the
school Ernestine Saxony substituted for its los§Vdatenberg. So the theological differences cordahu
but now the flames were also fed by those gathdamgr for the collaborationists on the one haod f
the resistance on the other. Similarly Leipzig supgd Wittenberg whereas Magdeburg supported Jena.
(Jungkuntz 14-15)

Before proceeding directly with an investigatiditiee lives of Jakob Andreae, Martin Chemnitz,
David Chytraeus, and Nikolaus Selnecker, it wowddhielpful to have before us a brief sketch of those
political/ecclesiastical events subsequent to thacP of Augsburg which signal the progressive stage
leading to the eventual publication of the Fornafi&€oncord.

The Council of Trent1545-63. Held during intervals extending from Hasgs before the Peace of
Augsburg to nearly 10 years after, this councilypth an important role in the revival of Roman
Catholicism, and it helped to mobilize the CourReformation. By its anathematization of doctrinal
positions enunciated by the Augsburg Confessioterided to move beyond debate certain positions
which the Augsburg Confession itself had not exgyesondemned. Thus it contributed toward making
vulnerable many of the mildly Romanizing formulaisoof the Philippists.

The Colloguy at Wormd,557. The alleged purpose of this colloquy wagit@ expression to
Duke Christoph’s policy of presenting a united lardm front in the face of the Roman Catholic
opposition. He favored a renewed subscription ¢éoAbgsburg Confession as interpreted by the Apology
and a general condemnation of all opposing doctrifee Gnesio-Lutherans, however, insisted on
specific condemnations. The colloquy ended when dleé between the Gnesio-Lutherans and the
Philippists became so manifest that the Roman Gattepresentatives refused to deal with such adco
not agree as to who indeed were the true adhesétite Augsburg Confession.

The Frankfurt Reces4558. Since the Colloquy at Worms had left thehewns in a state of
disarray, the Lutheran princes determined to bdhdheir energies toward healing the breach and
restoring religious unity within their churches. eghmet at Frankfurt/Main, in the absence of the



theologians and signed the Frankfurt Recess, ichwifiey again solemnly pledged their adherenckeo t
Augsburg Confession of 1530 and its Apology. In additional four articles they dealt with the
controverted questions but in vague and ambigueusst reflecting the position of Melanchthon.
Although readily accepted in Wuerttemberg, theres ws&rong opposition to the Recess in Ernestine
Saxony.

The Weimar Book of Confutatiob659. The Gnesio-Lutheran opposition to the FramkRecess
produced the “Weimar Book of Confutation,” which aeaa special point of refuting and rejecting the
errors of the Philippists. This in turn spurred tire latter to produce th€orpus Misnicumor
Philippicum which canonized certain writings of Melanchthdie breach now seemed incurable and
permanent.

The Convention of Princes at Naumbuldp61. Duke Christoph again urged a convention of
princes as the best means to restore unity to kamisam. The request of the Gnesio-Lutherans foee, f
general Lutheran synod was rejected, and the minoet alone at Naumburg (30 miles southwest of
Leipzig) to renew their subscription to the Auggh@onfession. The original intention was to sulteri
the unaltered edition, but Elector Frederick llitbé Palatinate (who later became a Calvinist)goreti
the altered edition of 1540, and his opinion prie¢hiexcept with John Frederick of Ernestine Saxony,
who refused to sign and left the diet in anger.

The Heidelberg Catechismh563. Written by Kaspar Olevianus, pupil of Cajvémd Zacharias
Ursinus, pupil of Melanchthon, this catechism wasimissioned by Frederick Ill, elector and rulethof
Palatinate, who by this time had publicly becomsupporter of Reformed theology and had embarked
upon a determined effort to de-Lutheranize thetPaite in every particular. Duke Christoph’s atte¢rap
the Maulbronn Colloquy (1564) to regain Elector daeck for his pan-Protestant front against the
Romanists ended in failure. The Palatinate was liteido Lutheranism except for the brief period e
reign of Ludwig VI (1576-83). (Jungkuntz 16-18)

Appendix IlI: Islam and Original Sin

* The following excerpts come from Marvin Olaskgrticle
in the WORLDmagazine issue of September 10, 2011

After informing readers that he taught a compwaeateligion course at the University of Texas in
which he “tried to explain the basic Christian gtof Creation, Fall, and Redemption,” Olasky states
In a class of 30, at the western edge of the Baak, only a handful knew the biblical belief thee
are helpless in our sins and that our only hope lieGod’s grace because of Christ's sacrifice. Mos
students identified Christianity with a set of mimtic rules: Obey them and you're good.
Oddly enough, what they saw as Christianity is e Islam. Muslims do not recognize original
sin. They contend that Allah through his prophethituamad laid out the rules for moral living, and
that we are naturally capable of following all dfetm.(70)

And where does this lead, we ask:
Islam’s non-recognition of original sin, and conseqt assumption that we can be sinless, leads
Mubasher Ahmed of the Islamic Research Foundatiterhational to conclude that it's possible “to
eliminate suffering caused by humans.” Muslimsds&iAllah has set out rules that can lead to a just
society: Shariah law. The other alternative, a sogiof liberty, will bring pain but no gain: Libert
for what, to disobey Allah’s rule®lasky 72)

TheWORLDauthor extrapolates:
The difference between the two religions is profb@hristians emphasize God’s grace in changing
people like Jacob and Joseph who were liars anddpats, people like Samson and Paul who relied
on their own strength or their own intelligenceopke like Gideon and Peter who through God’s
grace lost their fear and became bold and couragedihese individuals had to become aware of
their own transgressions and limitations. They bade broken, because often we don’t realize how
much we need God until we have no other alternat@®kasky 72)



Olasky then adds a bit more in his attempt to émpla
The Bible story is troubling to devout Muslims. Gtians read in the Bible honest reporting about
twisted, sinful individuals whom God chose not bseaof their own righteousness but because of His
love.(72)

Aren’t such observations hitting the proverbiall i the head? With his own take Olasky continues o
the same page:
Since original sin does not exist, why does théeB#ll the stories of so many sinners?

What to Christians makes the Bible ring true—itsore of how Noah got drunk, Lot committed
incest, etc.—is exactly what makes it ring fals®itslims. Muslims believe that Allah picked biblica
leaders to carry His messages because of theingtaharacter, which enabled them to obey the
rules. In Christianity the last shall be first. Islam the first shall be firs{72)

Before reaching his conclusion, the author alstewr“Without a sense of original sin, Muslims
do not grasp Lord Acton’s idea that (among humamsyver corrupts and absolute power corrupts
absolutely”(Olasky 75).

Endnotes

! This essay, like its counterpart printed in the June 2G1#jsvas written originally as part of an ongoing
Bente’'sHistorical Introductionsseries and presented to the CLC West Central Pastoral Conféradcie
September of 2011.

2 Quoted material has been highlighted in italics, with docunientatted per MLA guidelines; see
Works Cited below. Underlining has been added by the eksayis

3 cf. Appendix Il above for further insights into the inteven political side of things; | find particularly
interesting and helpful the listing there given of politiaatl ecclesiastical events subsequent to the Peace of
Augsburg.

*Philip had just passed on, having died on April 19, 1560

® The source of this statement of Flacius is cited in Bente'st¢kigal Introductions” as “Luthardt, 213.

216.

® Manchaeism wasa" syncretistic philosophy/theology that envisioned two amiatio powers, the

Power of Light and the Power of Darkness, as competingiceefrirces in the world. It had been rejected by
the early Christian church specifically in the words of thst farticle of the Nicene Creed, ‘I believe in one
God, the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth, asdl tfings visible and invisible"(Klug 26).

" For specific cases of controversy in the Church of the Luth@cafession, one can peruse Chapter 17 in
David Lau'sOut of Necessity: A History of the Church of the Lutheramf€ssion

8 This essay is available online at clclutheran.net.

°0On pages 461-471 of the Reader’s Edition the editottednction presents the “Controversies” that the
Formula of Concord was drafted to settle. The summary dfTthe Controversy about Original Sin” can be
found on pages 470-471.

Y Hesshusius published several refutations of Flacius'sipogit 1570 and 1571.

" For more on this point see the excerpts in Appendix Illabo
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Book Review

Curtis A. Jahn: A Lutheran Looks at . . . CatholigsNorthwestern Publishing House, 2014;
paperback, 241 pages, 5 preliminary pages.

This informative book continues the NorthwesterrblRhing House series of volumes that
examine the current scene in various denominatfore a confessional Lutheran viewpoint. A few
others in this series have been reviewed ildthwenal of Theology

As one might expect, there are chapters on Vatltathe papacy, Scripture and tradition,
justification, the sacraments, Mary and the saiats] also parish renewal. The opening chapter is an
overview of modern Catholicism and the closing ¢eageals with a few global trends in Catholicism.

Though outsiders may tend to admire Roman Catkalidor its unity under one authority, the
fact is that there is no doctrinal unity among Ran@atholics today. Author Curtis Jahn, an editor at
Northwestern Publishing House, demonstrates ‘ttietre is considerable doctrinal diversity withire th
Catholic Church. This diversity ranges from whatmwight call ultratraditionalism on the one extretoe
ultraliberalism on the other, with varying degreésonservatism and liberal progressivism in betWee
(p. ).

The progressive wing seems to be winning the baidtleregard to the interpretation of Scripture.
At Luther's time and in most of the years since then, thedoGatholic Church has generally taught that
the Bible is the Word of God, even though it hasrbaterpreted by them in a way contrary to itgtru
meaning. But, as Jahn observés: the Catholic Church today, very few bishops #meblogians, even
among the more theologically conservative onegl bmlthe full inerrancy of Scripture. Higher-cric
methods of Bible interpretation that were once ewvmded are now openly practiced by nearly all
Catholic theologians. Anti-scriptural doctrines Iswas evolution (including the denial of Adam andeEv
as historical persons and as the first parenthehtiman race) were condemned in the past but row a
being taught openty(p. 69). Of course, Roman Catholics have alwaysedded on the church and its
hierarchy to tell them what the Bible means.

In spite of an unwarranted optimism among liberatherans that the controversy between
Catholicism and Lutheranism on the doctrine ofijigsition has been resolved, Jahn shows that the
teachings of the Council of Trent are still curremthe Roman Catholic ChurctiThe Catholic Church
has never rescinded these canons of the Countgilenit that curse and damn Lutherans. What is more,
Vatican I, in spite of its nice-sounding ecumehi@ppeals to Protestants ‘@sparated brethrérdid not
rescind Treris anathemas. Th€atechism of the Catholic Churaleiterates the Catholic doctrine of
justification by faithand works’ (p. 89). Even the teachings on purgatory and gehdtes, which were
matters of fierce debate in the sixteenth centarg, still current, although ignored or downplaysd b
many.

Worst of all, however, it appears that modern Céathare not taught to put their trust in Jesus
alone for salvation. Peter Kreeft, a Catholic apligorofessor, is quoted as sayifigiell over 90% of
students | have polled who have had 12 years ethem classes, even Catholic high schools, sgy the



expect to go to Heaven because they tried, ordinl best, or had compassionate feelings to everyan
were sincere. They hardly ever mention Jesus. Askedthey hope to be saved, they mention almost
anything except the Saviofp. 109). Unfortunately, Lutherans do not farecmbetter in such polls. One
wonders how many so-called Christians in the warlel really believers in Jesus Christ. We thank our
God that the true Gospel is still to be found i@ Algnus Dei of the ancient liturgy

The chapter | found most enlightening was the @raph Mary and the saints. Jahn maintains
that “the cult of the Virgin has grown dramatically ireth9th and 20th centuries. A major part of this
growth has been the rise in the number of suppappdritions of Mary. . . . Some of the more promine
sites of Marian apparitions are Guadalupe, Mexics80); Lourdes, France (1858); and Fatima, Portugal
(1917 (p. 186). The popes, of course, have used thetabed infallible authority to declare two new
doctrines concerning Mary: her immaculate concep{it854) and her bodily assumption into heaven
(1950). Now there is a push among many to have Magjared to be the co-redemptrix of the human
race, which would practically make her equal wittdG

To his credit Jahn is straightforward in maintagnihe confessional Lutheran doctrine that the
papacy is the Antichrist foretold in 2 Thessalosi2n“When we observe the development and claims of
the institution of the papacy. . . , we see alldkails of Pau$ prophecy fulfilled in the Roman papacy. .
.. We must conclude that only one institution istdry fits all of the scriptural marks of the Agttrist:
the Roman papacy. . . (pp. 50-51). To identifige papacy as the Antichrist was not just a private
personal opinion of Martin Luther. It is the offititeaching of the Lutheran church, clearly sethfam its
official public confessions in th8ook of Concordof 1580. It might also be mentioned that all the
Protestant reformers of the 16th century, including-Lutherans, identified the papacy as the Anth
(p. 53).

In some of the other books in the Northwesternesetine authors have visited services of the
various groups and listened to some of the sernamubk presentations. We have no report of such
visitations by the author of this book. No douhicls information would have been enlightening. But
certainly there is enough material in this bookdagone to get a good grasp of what is going cnen
Roman Catholic Church today. This reviewer reconuseits purchase by pastors and also for church
libraries.

David Lau

Name of Controvery Approximate

Date

1. Adiaphoristic 1548-1555

Historical
Introduction page

107

Topicin
Dispute

Church Rites

Chief Errorists

Wittenburg Interimists

Opponents of the Error

Flacius, Gallus, Wigand

2. Majoristic 1557-1562 112 Good Works Melanchthon, Major, Menius Cordatus, Amsdorf, Flacius
3. Synergistic 1555-1560 124 Free Will Melanchthon, Pfeffinger, Sola gratia (Luther), Flacius,
Strigel Amsdorf, Hesshusius, Wigand
4. Flacian 1560-1575 144 Original Sin Flacius Moerlin, Chemnitz, Hesshusius,
Wigand
5. Osiandric - 1549-1566 152 Righteousness of Osiander, Stancarus Moerlin, Melanchthon,

Stancarian

Faith

Flacius, Amsdorf, Wigand



6. Antinomistic 1527-1556 161

7. Crypto-Calvinistic 1560-1574 172
8. Hamburg Ca. 1544 192
9. Strassburg 195

Law & Gospel,
3rd Use of Law

Holy Supper,
Person of Christ

Christ’s
Descent to hell

Eternal Election

Agricola, Philippists,
Poach, Otto

Melanchthon, Bucer, Beza
Oecolampadius, Calvin

Aepinus

Calvin, Melanchthon,
Zanchi, et alii

Luther, Melancthon, Flacius,
Amsdorf, Wigand

Westphal, Brenz, Chemnitz,
Hesshusius, Andreae

Luther

Luther, Marbach, Chemnitz

** Note to readers of thdournat Indexes for past articles and reviews, includingse in Volume 54 (2014
issues), are posted at the end of: http://clclatherg/library/jt arch.html




